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"Now, the queer thing about the thesis of the one [italics in the 
original M.B.] universal language is that before it was ever 
published (on the 30th of December 1932) it had been refuted by 
one of Carnap’s colleagues in the Vienna Circle. For Gödel, by his 
two famous incompleteness theorems, had proved that one unified 
language would not be sufficiently universal for even the purposes 
of elementary number theory: although we may construct a language 
in which all assertions of this theory can be expressed, no such 
language suffices for formalizing all the proofs of those 
assertions which (in some other language) can be proved."  
(Conjectures, p. 362 highlighting in the original. I will refer to 












"Carnap was the first philosopher who recognized the immense 
importance of Gödel's discoveries, and he did his best to make 


















"I do not of course, suggest that Carnap did not know all of this; 
but that he did not see its devastating effect upon the doctrine 
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"These results [i.e. the results of Gödel and Tarsky referred by 
Popper (M.B.)]are certainly of the greatest importance. But they 
show only that no fixed language can be logically and semantically 
complete; every language can be further strengthened by the 
addition of new logical forms of expression and new logical means 
of deduction. The thesis of the unity of science, as Neurath and I 
maintained it, has nothing to do with the question of logical 
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"For everyone who takes the point of view of Physicalism, it 
follows that our Language II forms a complete syntactical 
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"The Logical Syntax will attempt to save analycity from the blind 
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“It seems then, that while the criterion of mutual intelligibility 
may have some relevance, it is not especially useful in helping us 
to decide what is and is not a language. In fact, our decision of 
the Scandinavian languages and German suggests that (unless we 
want to change radically our everyday assumptions about what a 
language is) we have to recognize that, paradoxically enough, a 
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"Whether in the construction of a language S we formulate only L-
rules or include also P-rules, and, if so, to what extent, is not 
a logico-philosophical problem, but a matter of convention and 
hence, at most, a question of expedience. If P-rules are stated, 
we may frequently be placed in the position of having to alter the 
language; and if we go so far as to adopt all acknowledged 
sentences as valid, then we must be continuously expanding it." 
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"In other words, everything mathematical can be formalized, but 
mathematics can not be exhausted by one system; it requires an 
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"We cannot prove scientific unknowability. That can only be done 
in mathematics. This is sometimes not understood, even by 
professionals. I expressed my interest in the unknowable to a very 
senior European scientist. He immediately responded that this had 
been, of course, settled by Gödel’s theorem. Not so; Godel’s 
theorem limits the power of mathematics and does not establish 







"It would have been best, therefore, to scrap forthwith this 
doctrine of the one universal language of the one universal 
science (especially in view of Gödel's second theorem which showed 
that it was pointless to try to discuss the consistency of a 
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"The acceptance or rejection of abstract linguistic forms, just as 
the acceptance or rejection of any other linguistic forms in any 
branch of science, will finally be decided by their efficiency as 
instruments, the ratio of the results achieved to the amount of 
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"… a change in language, and a mere change in or addition of, a 
truth-value ascribed to an indeterminate statement. … A change of 
the first kind constitutes a radical alteration, sometimes a 
revolution, and it only occurs at certain historically decessive 
points in the development of science. … A change of the first kind 
constitutes, stricktly speaking, a transition from a language Ln 
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